IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF DELAWARE
IN THE MATTER OF THE 8
PETITION OF MIR MOUSAVI 8 No. 68, 2009
FOR A WRIT OF CERTIORARI. 8§ C.A.N0.07J-11-077

Submitted: March 4, 2009
Decided: March 16, 2009

BeforeSTEELE, Chief JusticeHOLLAND andRIDGELY, Justices.
ORDER

This 18" day of March 2009, upon consideration of the joetifor a
writ of certiorari and the transcript filed by tpetitioner, Mir Mousavi, and
the response filed by Shahla Vakili, it appearth®oCourt that:

(1) Mir Mousavi seeks to invoke this Court’s ongl jurisdiction
to issue an extraordinary writ of certiorari to tBeiperior Court. We
conclude that Mousavi's petition manifestly fails invoke the original
jurisdiction of this Court and therefore must b&SDIISSED.

(2) It appears that by order dated September @d7,2the Family
Court determined that Mousavi was indebted to Veakd follows: (a)
$1,911,023.91 pursuant to a May 15, 2003 ordendauyg property division,
(b) $89,000 for back alimony, and (c) $6,000 pemthan alimony from

February 1, 2003, until the property division delats paid in ful? In the

! Del. Const. art. IV, § 11(5).
% V/akili v. Mousavi, Del. Fam., File No. CS00-03381, Millman, J. (S&g, 2007).



same order, the Family Court credited Mousavi wtyments totaling
$19,000 against the indebtednéss.

(3) On November 21, 2007, the Family Court judgmeras
recorded as a judgment in the Superior Court putsteatitle 10, section
4733 of the Delaware CodeMousavi is now the defendant in the Superior
Court matter that was brought by Vakili to enfotice judgment.

(4) As part of the execution process, on Janudy 2D09, the
Superior Court granted Vakili's motions to compebddavi to respond to
discovery requesfts.In his petition for a writ of certiorari, Mousaasks this
Court to review the orders granting Vakili's motsoto compel.

(5) A writ of certiorari is an extraordinary remethat is used to
correct irregularities in the proceedings of altgaurt’ Certiorari is
available to challenge only a final order of altgaurt where the right of
appeal is denied, a grave question of public padiogl interest is involved,

and no other basis for review is available“Where these threshold

%1d.

* Del. Code Ann. tit. 10, § 4733 (1999).

® Vakili v. Mousavi, Del. Super., C.A. No. 07J-11-077 (attachmentafififed June 9,
2008).

®vakili v. Mousavi, Del. Super., C.A. No. 07J-11-077, Bradley, Jn(J&, 2009) (orders
compelling responses to fourth set of interrogagriourth request for production; fifth
set of interrogatories; fifth request for produnti@nd first request for admission, sixth
set of interrogatories and sixth request for praidng.

"InreButler, 609 A.2d 1080, 1081 (Del. 1992).

81d.; Shoemaker v. Sate, 375 A.2d 431, 437-38 (Del. 1977).
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requirements are not met, this Court has no juismh to consider the
petitioner’s claims?

(6) In this case, Mousavi has failed to demonstrttat he is
challenging a final order of a trial court, thas lmght of appeal is denied,
and that the January 16, 2009 discovery ordereptes grave question of
public policy and interest. Because Mousavi hdeddo meet the threshold
requirements for the issuance of a writ of certigréhis Court has no
jurisdiction to consider his petition.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that Mousavi's pefit for a
writ of certiorari is DISMISSED.

BY THE COURT:

/sl Myron T. Steele
Chief Justice

% InreButler, 609 A.2d 1080, 1081 (Del. 1992).
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